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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

| am pleased to be here today to discuss legidative proposals and issues relevant to the
operations of the |G community. | am the Ingpector Genera (1G) of the Federd Deposit
Insurance Corporation (FDIC) and currently the Vice Chair of the President’s Council on
Integrity and Efficiency (PCIE). Joining me today is the Honorable Patrick McFarland, 1G for
the Office of Personnel Management, and the Honorable Kenneth Meed, |G for the
Department of Trangportation. We thank the Governmenta Affairs Committee for its
longstanding, bipartisan support. Over the years, we have worked with this Committee on a
wide range of government management issues and stand ready to assst the Committeein
carrying out itslegidative and oversight functions.

By way of background, | assumed the role of the PCIE Vice Chair in May 1999. The PCIE
was created by Executive Order in 1981 to provide aforum for the Presidentially appointed
(PAYS) IGs and others to work together and coordinate their professona activities. The Council
is chaired by the Deputy Director for Management at Office of Management and Budget
(OMB). Other members include the Controller of the Office of Federal Financia Management
at OMB, the Specid Counsd of the Office of Specid Counsd (OSC), the Director of the
Office of Government Ethics (OGE), the Deputy Director of OPM, and a representative of the
Director of the Federd Bureau of Investigation (FBI).

Over the years, the PCIE has established various committees and other mechanisms to better
accomplish the needs of its community. Today, the PCIE has sx stlanding committees, which
include Audit, Inspections and Evauations, Investigation, Integrity, Legidation, and Professond
Development, and two roundtables to stay apprised of government-wide issues. Both the
Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Roundtable and the Information
Technology Roundtable provide opportunities for the |G community to stay abreast of pertinent
issues and share best practices on these two enormous initiatives amed a improving
government programs and initiatives.

Mr. McFarland chairs the PCIE Investigation Committee and is prepared to discuss the need
for statutory law enforcement and any other investigation issues. Mr. Mead heads up the PCIE
Legidation Committee and has worked extensvely with your Committee staff over the past 2
years on legidative matters affecting the G community on IG Act amendments and other

proposed pieces of legidation.
Background and Accomplishments

Twenty-two years ago this Committee developed the |G concept into legidation that became
the IG Act. Whilethe Act has been amended severa times over the years to add new 1Gs and
clarify reporting requirements, the basic tenets of the Act’s intended mission have remained
congtant and strong. The Act charges | Gs to independently (1) conduct and supervise audits
and investigations relating to the programs and operations of their agencies as well as reviewing
related legidation and regulations; (2) provide leadership for activities designed to promote
economy, effectiveness, and efficiency and fight fraud, waste, abuse in their agencies, and (3)
keep agency heads and the Congressinformed of problems. Simply put, the role of the IG isto
protect the integrity of government programs through traditiond audits to improve program
effectiveness and through crimina investigations to prevent and detect fraud, waste, and abuse.



The PCIE and Executive Council on Integrity and Efficiency (ECIE), which serves apardld
mission as the PCIE for the designated Federd entity (DFE) 1Gs, recently issued the Progress
Report to the President for Fiscal Year 1999, which highlighted the community's many
accomplishments over a 12-month period. The report details the pivota role the | Gs assumed
in mitigating the risks associated with the Y ear 2000 (Y 2K) computing problem and focusing
unpardleed atention on information technology issues. Through hundreds of independent and
objective audits, evaluations, ingpections, and investigations of Federa programs and activities,
the 58 1Gs effectively promoted financid management accountability, helped ensure integrity,
and minimized risks of fraud and abuse. The community as awhole identified potential savings
of more than $8.2 hillion; took actions to recover over $4 billion; and was instrumenta in over
13,000 successful prosecutions, suspensions or debarments of nearly 6,700 individuas or
businesses, and over 1,200 civil actions.

Of particular interest to the Committee is our ongoing work to audit agency financia statements
under the Chief Financid Officers (CFO) Act and our continuing work to report on agency
compliance with the implementation of GPRA. Moreover, we were pleased to work closdy
with you on S.1993, the Government Information Security Act of 1999, to enhance the Federa
government's ability to combat computer hacking and intrusons.

Having just highlighted some of our many accomplishments, | aong with my colleagues within
the community recognize that we cannot Sit back and rest on our laurels. We must be
congtantly looking for ways to improve our operations and be mindful that our integrity and
credibility is of the utmost importance to remain effective in our position. Today, as Vice Chair
of the PCIE and 1G for the FDIC, | am prepared to discuss some legidative items currently
under condderation, which could afford opportunities for the community to enhance its
effectiveness.

Statutory Law Enforcement Authority

Mr. Chairman, earlier this year, the Department of Justice submitted to the Congress a
legidative proposa that would amend the IG Act to authorize crimind investigetors in the offices
of 23 Presidentialy-gppointed 1Gs to exercise law enforcement powers-namely authority to
seek and execute search and arrest warrants, make an arrest without awarrant for offenses
committed in their presence, and to carry afirearm--in the course of their officia duties.

It isimportant that we emphasize that this grant of statutory law enforcement authority would
extend no new authorities, but would smply recognize in statute authorities thet are aready
being exercised. Crimind investigators in the covered Ol Gs have exercised law enforcement
powers for many years through deputation as Specia Deputy U.S. Marshds. Beginning in the
mid-1980's, the Department of Justice approved this deputation on a case-by-case basis. As
therole of 1Gs evolved, the need for such appointments was so condgstent and the volume of
requests o large that blanket deputation evolved. 1n 1996, OIG criminal investigators began
exercigng law enforcement authority under office-wide deputations.

Although OIGs are dready exercisng law enforcement powers, both the Department of Justice
and the OIGs believe that statutory recognition of this authority isvital. Under the current
arrangement, the U.S. Marshal*s Service confers law enforcement authority upon over 2,500



OIG agents across the Federa government. However, day-to-day supervision and control
over the exercise of those authorities rests with each |G. The Marshals cannot and do not
monitor the thousands of pending OIG investigations in which law enforcement authorities are
being exercised. The proposed satutory grant of law enforcement authority would
appropriately place al respongibility for law enforcement authorities to the I Gs, themsdves, with
important oversght by and accountability to the Attorney Generd.

Mr. Chairman, representatives of the |G community have been meeting with congressond staff
members to discuss satutory law enforcement authority. During these discussions, some
concern has been expressed that a statutory grant of authority -- instead of arenewable
adminidrative deputation--might result in decreased oversght of law enforcement. Exactly the
oppositeistrue.

First, under the bill, law enforcement powers must be exercised in accordance with guiddines
promulgated by the Attorney General. These guidelines govern issues such as use of force,
consensud interception of communications, coordination with other federd investigators and
prosecutors, adherence to personnel and training standards, and periodic reporting. Where an
|G fails to adhere to guidelines for exercise of law enforcement authorities, the Attorney Generd
is authorized to suspend or rescind such authorities. Thus, the Justice Department retains
ultimate oversight of the exercise of law enforcement powers and ensures gregter consistency.

In addition, for the first time, 1Gs would be subject to "peer reviews' of thelr exercise of law
enforcement powers, to be conducted by another 1G or committee of 1Gs. The results of each
review will be communicated directly to the Attorney Generd.  With these guidelines and peer
reviews, the Justice Department's bill would actudly result in enhanced accountability by OlGs
in their exercise of law enforcement authorities.

A dautory grant of authority would aso provide certainty and permanence for OIG
enforcement activities. The OIGs regularly conduct complex investigations that require the
ongoing exercise of law enforcement authority (arrests, search warrants, and undercover
activities) during investigations that often last for years. As members of numerous national and
locdl task forces, other Federa, state and local law enforcement officers depend on OIGS
uninterrupted participation in the enforcement activities of the task force. Adminidrative
deputations, which must be periodicaly renewed, cannot offer such a guarantee of continuity.

In this regard, we have learned that the Justice Department intends to not renew OIG blanket
deputation authorities after January 31, 2001. If blanket deputation to the 23 OIGs covered in
the bill were terminated, without passage of a Statute granting law enforcement authority to 1Gs,
it would jeopardize literdly thousands of open investigations of fraud against agency programs
across government. Investigations of fraud in hedlth care, federal procurement,
telecommunications, federa congtruction, bribery of public officids, crimesin subsidized
housing, corruption in highway construction, child support enforcement, and a host of other
cases would smply cease. Moreover, if we were forced to return to a process in which we
sought deputation for each individua case, the adminigtrative burden for both the Department of
Justice and the IGs would, indeed, be enormous.  We ask that the Congress foreclose this
possibility with a grant of statutory law enforcement.



Statutory law enforcement authority would aso be consistent with and promote the continued
independence of the IGs.  Under the current arrangement, delay or non-renewd of a
deputation could be perceived as an attempt to influence an OIG, or even derail an
investigation. We emphasize that we know of no ingtance in which such interference has
occurred; however, a gatutory grant would eiminate this perception.

The Department of Justice's legidative proposal would aso ensure the consistency of law
enforcement powers among OIGs. Some |Gs dready exercise law enforcement powers under
gtatutory authority unique to their offices (e.g., the OlGs a the Departments of Defense and
Agriculture, and the Treasury |G for Tax Adminigration). Pending bills would confer law
enforcement authority on other specific OIGs. The proposa sent by the Justice Department
would ensure that | Gs operate under the same law enforcement authority and with the same
accountability and oversight.

Congressiona dtaff have also asked whether the proposed legidation would broaden the
authority of the IGs or expand the categories of those authorized to exercise law enforcement
powers. It would not. Law enforcement authority could only be exercised by trained, qudified
law enforcement officers who report to the Assstant |G for Investigations (auditors could not
exercise these authorities), and only in connection with investigations that are aready within the
jurisdiction of the IG to conduct. Thus, the bill would have no impact on the jurisdiction of the
various IGs. Moreover, the bill would carry with it no additiond costs since OIG agents are
dready exercigng these authorities, are dready fully trained in their exercise, and are dready
federd law enforcement officers for purposes of the law enforcement retirement system, and
otherwise.

The OIGs have achieved impressve successes in law enforcement. We regularly face Stuations
that pose dangers to oursdaves, our fellow law enforcement officers, and members of the public.
For many years, we have exercised law enforcement authorities to further our satutory

responsbilities to investigate fraud in our respective agency programs and operations. We have
achieved these successes with an impressive record of professona and responsible conduct.
The Department of Justice has recognized this evolving role of 1Gs by submitting to the
Congress alegidative proposd that offers reiable, permanent law enforcement authorities to
qudifying OIGs. On behdf of the entire OIG community, we urge you to endorse this proposa.

Amendmentstothe |G Act

| am pleased to comment on S. 870, IG Act Amendments of 1999, sponsored by Senator
Susan Callins (R-ME) and under consderation by this Committee. In introducing this legidation
earlier this year, Senator Collins referred to the IGs as "an dready invauable program™ and
noted our performance and many accomplishments over the years. She aso chalenged her
colleagues and the |G community as awhole to build on its strengths and remedy its
wesknesses. | fully subscribe to this strategy and look forward to working with her and her
daff to respond to this challenge.

The Chair of the PCIE’s Legidation Committee, Ken Mead, surveyed the community and
provided written testimony on the previous version of Senator Callins legidation in September
1998. We have just recently provided your staff with results of an updated survey on the
revised hill introduced by Senator Callins during this Congress.



Whilethereis agenera consensus within the |G community in support of the underlying
principles embodied in the legidation, | must note that consensus is different from unanimity.
Our community conssts of nearly 60 individuas, each with their own background and
experience, interacting with agencies performing awide variety of missons. On most matters,
there are distinct minority viewpoints with suggestions that are worthy of congderation. We
would welcome the opportunity to work further with your Committee and Senator Collins staff
to share proposed technical changes that could improve our ability to better perform our
misson.

At thistime, | would like to briefly discuss the community's views on each section of Senator
Cdllins hill.

Renewable 9-year Term for PAS1Gs: Thereisgenera support throughout the 1G
community for some sort of fixed term, athough there was no consensus as to the most
desirable duration of that term. Most IGs felt that a fixed term would enhance
independence and provide more continuity, particularly during changes of Adminigtretions,
athough several expressed concerns that 1Gs might become lame ducks at the end of thelr
terms or less aggressive in hope of securing regppointment. Others were concerned that a
fixed term might cause an agency head to ignore or be unresponsive to OIG
recommendations a the end of an IG'sterm. Several 1Gs who favored term limits dso
thought it important to add a complementary remova only "for cause" provision, such as
mafeasancein office. 1t was noted that most term gppointments have this protection, and
even though a President must notify Congress when he/she removes an IG, in effect, IGs
would Hill serve at the "pleasure” of the President. 1Gsfdt aremova for cause provison
would further enhance their independence and provide continuity, epecidly during changes
of Adminigration.

Prohibition of Cash Bonusor Awards. This section met with strong support from
community members. Virtudly al 1Gs are concerned about the gppearance of impropriety
associated with | Gs accepting awards from the agency head over whom they exercise
oversght. Inresponse to aNationa Performance Review recommendation, the Clinton
Adminigtration implemented guidance to request PAS IGs drawn from the SES ranks to
waive their rights to cash bonuses/awards determined by their agency head. Assuch, in
January 1994, the 1Gs agreed to adhere to this policy and, to our knowledge, have not
accepted any cash bonuses or awards.

External Reviews. Thereisgenera support for the concept of externd reviewsin the
aress identified so long as they did not overlap existing externd audits and peer reviews,
employed objective criteria, and would not be used primarily as a means to “ second guess’
an IG'smisson-related decisons. A number of respondents desired that language be
included to ensure that such reviews did not encompass management practices, operations,
and procedures in the crimind investigative realm, particularly with respect to OIG and
Justice Department coordination on prosecutoria decisons. Many |Gs would rather
incorporate these items into the current peer review process.

Annual Reports: Most IGs favored moving to annud reports instead of the current
semiannud framework. Some |Gs, however, voiced concerns that annua publication would



make the reports stae and less useful to Congress. A voca minority wanted to ensure that
the semiannua reporting option was preserved subject to the discretion of the IGs. 1t may
be best to smply require IGsto report to the Congress on at least an annud basiswith
discretion to report more frequently, if so desired. In addition, there were numerous
suggestions regarding the contents of the report, the current requirements, and those new
requirements contained in the proposed legidation.

Elevation to Executive Leve |11 Salary: The IGs strongly supported this provision to
address the imbalances whereby senior level SES career employees, who receive cost-of -
living adjustments and may be digible for performance bonuses, may earn more than their
PASIG. Severd 1Gsrecommended that some alowance be made for 1Gs from non-Title
5 Legidative branch agencies, such asthe Generd Accounting Office (GAO), to receive the
same sdary and benefits afforded to career civil servants. Since GAO is afertile recruiting
ground for 1Gs, candidates from their senior ranks often earn more than the sdary level of
an |G and may be forced to take acut in pay if they were to assume the job.

Consolidation of Certain DFE OIG Functions. This portion of the bill was the least well
received and most controversd. Those opposed believed it important to have an IG
physical presence in the smdler agencies and that Sze is not an adequate measure of the
OIG's effectiveness or results. The ECIE has corresponded with Senator Collinsto explain
their concerns regarding consolidation, which I would like to share with the Committee for
your reference and, as appropriate, inclusion as part of the hearing record.

Other Significant I ssues Needing L egidative Action

While we as a community have remained steadfast in accomplishing the responsbilities entrusted
to us by the IG Act, the environment in which the |Gs operate has changed dramatically since
the passage of the Act. Over the past severd years, the entire government has undergone
change that has precluded the 1Gs ahility to fully perform these responsibilities in the most
efficient and effective manner. Detalled below are specifics on such issues needing legidative
atention. One of these issues, which received strong bipartisan support, isdready inthe
legidative process.

Clarifying the Scope of |G Authority

The 1G Act provides very broad authority, imposing aduty to conduct "audits and investigations
relating to the programs and operations’ of the host establishment. The Inspectors Generd are
further charged "to make such investigations and reports reating to the adminigtration of the
programs and operations ... as are in the judgement of the |G, necessary or desirable.”
Congress explicitly granted | Gs the authority to issue subpoenas for the production of records
and empowered | Gs to take sworn testimony. Findly, Congress mandated that IGs are to
expeditioudy report to "the Attorney General whenever the |G has reasonable grounds to
believe there has been aviolation of Federd crimind law."

Despite what appears to be arather unambiguous grant of authority from Congress, certain
Justice Department Office of Lega Counsd opinions, notably the so-caled Kmiec and Barr
opinions, and certain decisions of Federd courts, notably the Fifth Circuit's decisonin
Burlington Northern Railroad Co. v. Office of Inspector General, Railroad Retirement Board,




983 F.2d 631 (5" Cir. 1993), construe the IG Act in ways which suggest that this aLthority may
be limited. Courts are divided on the question of whether the 1Gs can investigate, for example,
fase statements made to federal agencies by those subject to their regulations, so-called third or
externd parties. We do note, however, that Deputy Attorney Generd Barr, in his Opinion of
July 17, 1990, did acknowledge that |Gs could exercise jurisdiction over an externd party if it
were the recipient of a non-monetary benefit from the agency, such aslicenses or permitsto
operate.

Contrary to the plain language of the statute, Some courts have narrowly congtrued the |G Act's
grant of authority to dlow investigations of a regulated entity only when they are direct recipients
of federa funds, such as contractors or grantees. Under this view, |Gs may not investigate
crimina conduct of regulated entities even if the subject has engaged in crimina conduct to
knowingly and intentionaly deceive the agency. This could arise in Situations where entities have
received certificates or permits to operate-- but no direct agency funds-- in return for agreeing
to abide by and periodicaly report on compliance with law and agency regulations.

My colleague from DOT, who accompanies me today, has been engaged on thisissue over
some time with mixed results. The Courts have split on whether he can investigate crimind
violations, such as fase certifications, conspiracy, and mail and wire fraud made to the
Department by motor carriers subject to DOT regulations and registration requirements,
including the number of hours they are permitted to be on the road each day. Fortunately,
Congress saw fit to clarify this matter last year and ensure that the DOT Inspector Generd has
such authority as part of the Motor Carrier Safety Improvement Act of 1999 (Public Law 106-
159), which created a new Adminigtration within DOT whose primary misson istruck safety.

Given the importance of protecting our public hedlth, safety, and the environment, the IGs
believeit is essentid that they have unambiguous authority to investigete crimind violations of
those who are subject to an agency's regulatory scheme, but who do not receive direct agency
funding. 1t helps ensure the integrity of the underlying program and is an effective deterrent to
those who intentionally seek to deceive the government--and the American people.

Though it never was enacted into law, this Committee passed such a clarification severd years
ago, which is provided bedow. We believe it may be time to revigt this issue again, and we
would be pleased to work with you to advance this effort. That language read:

"The Inspector Genera Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) isamended by adding
a the end thereof the following:

(e (1) In carrying out duties and respongibilities under this Act,
each Inspector Genera has authority to determine

(A) the persons subject to, and the nature, scope, and purposes of,
audits and investigations conducted by the Ingpector Genera relating to
programs and operations administered, carried out, financed, or conducted by
his or her establishment, including programs and operations under regulatory
Satutes, and



(B) the authority of the Ingpector Genera to conduct those audits and
invesigetions.

(2) The conduct of an audit or investigation by an Ingpector Generd in
accordance with this Act may not be construed as carrying out a program

operaing respongbility.”

Alternatively, Section 2(1) of the Ingpector Generd Act could be amended to add the
following dause

"including without limitation investigations into alegations thet a person or
entity subject to the laws and regulations of the agency or its operaing
adminigtrations, whether or not that person or entity isarecipient of funds
from that agency or its adminigtrations, has engaged in fraudulent or other
crimind activity in violation of Federd crimind satutes rdaing to the
programs and operations of the agency or its operating adminigtrations, or
the laws and regulations administered or gpplied by the agency or its
operating administrations.”

Paperwork Reduction Requirement Regarding Surveys

Numerous | Gs are concerned that the review process requirements under the Paperwork
Reduction Act (PRA) compromise the statutory mandate of an 1G to be independent and
nonpartisan. Further, many |Gs fed strongly that these requirements affect their ability to carry
out audits and evauations required by Members of Congress, through law or by requests, ina
timely and effective manner. While we certainly appreciate OMB's offer to work with usto
create a practica solution to resolve our procedural concerns, the basic conflict between the
two underlying laws gill exigts. To that end, we hope that this Committee would consider a
legidative daification.

In passing the IG Act, Congress charged | Gs with the mission to "conduct, supervise, and
coordinate audits and investigations relating to the programs and operations of the host agency.”
The purpose of such audits and investigationsis to "promote economy, efficiency, and
effectiveness in the adminigtration of, and to prevent and detect fraud and abuse in, such
programs and operations.” By law, an 1G must keep "the head of the establishment and the
Congress fully and currently informed about problems and deficiencies relating to the
adminigtration of such programs and operations and the necessity for and progress of corrective
action.”

|Gs are to be gppointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate "without regard to
politica affiliation” solely on the basis of professond expertise. Moreover, 1Gs*shdl not report
to, or be subject to supervison by, any other officer” of the agency other than the head of the
agency or the next senior officer, usudly the Deputy. Significantly, agency heads shdl not
"prevent or prohibit the 1G from initiating, carrying out, or completing any audit or investigation,
or from issuing any subpoena during the course of any audit or investigation.”



The PRA requires that "collections of information™ by a Federd agency, or the soliciting or
obtaining of identica information from ten or more persons, be subject to review and gpproval
initidly from a"senior officid” of the agency and later from OMB. The 1995 Amendments
broadened the Act to ensure that al such "collections of information” were subject to this review
process, except those conducted by independent regulatory agencies. An exception exists for
OIG investigations, but not for OIG activities generally. Furthermore, athough our auditing
and evaluation roles are comparable in many respects, the Act does not apply to GAO.

The IG community remains sengtive to the issue of burdens on the public, asit has increasingly
had to be receptive to numerous concerns by its many public congtituencies and customers of its
work product. There are, however, both process and substance implications involved for the
Congress and the |G community.

For example, Congress often requires | Gs, through law or by forma request, to conduct
specific audits of agency programsin avery short timeframe. Part of the audit process may
involve gathering information or other data from surveys of agency contractors, grantees, those
entities subject to agency regulation, or the public. Subjecting such surveysto the review and
approva process, even in the best of cases, could impact our ability to meet the tight deadlines
required by Congress so it may conduct its legidative and oversight respongibilitiesin atimely
fashion.

The substantive issue involves whether Congress intended that either departmenta officials or
OMB have authority over the OIG information collection efforts that are key to the performance
of asuccessful audit. 1Gs recognize that OMB has an extensive wedth of knowledge in the
formulation and conduct of surveys, and our community may wish to informally seek advicein
the areas of survey formats, techniques, and methodologies. However, it is quite another matter
for either the agency head or OMB to have the authority to either withhold approva of a
proposed survey or dter its contents and questions. It alows these Offices to exercise some
control over the type of audits an |G may perform, from whom an I1G may collect information,
and exactly when this may be accomplished. As| mentioned earlier, we are conversing with
OMB to arrive a solutions to work within the confines of this statutory conflict. However, the
conflict isred. Asit stands, PRA could implicate the statutory independence of the IGs and
subject them to the politica considerations this Committee intended to insulate them from over
20 years ago.

Cadification of Integrity and Efficiency Councils

The Committee may wish to consder establishing the PCIE and ECIE in legidation Smilar to
that of our affinity councils. While we are certainly grateful to the support from OMB and
various resources from the IGs, such a provison would alow the PCIE and ECIE to more
effectively perform its adminidrative and interna operations. These activities could include
annud report preparation, strategic planning, various crosscutting projects, and oversight, and
possibly funding, of training functions, to name afew.

The CFO Council and the Chief Information Officer (CIO) Council have statutory

respong bilities and some access to Federd funds, through government credit card rebates, to
carry out their operations. The PCIE and ECIE lack an OIG indtitutiond presence. Itisakinto
most volunteer groups, whereby the effectiveness of the organization is dependent on the



goodwill and efforts of its members to dedicate resources within their own shopsto carry out
the respongibilities and initiatives of the organization.

Further, since we report to both the Executive and Legidative branches, it may be timeto
consder carefully how best we can fulfill both roles through some sort of statutory codification.
With such a gtructure, the PCIE and ECIE would be held accountable for their operations and
provide better access for the Congress to focus attention on areas of particular interest.

|G Academiesand Forensic Lab

Finaly, we appreciate your continued support on a bipartisan basis to advance legidation to
provide authorization for the IG Crimina Investigator Academy and the Forensic Laboratory.
This legidation was incorporated in the Charman's bill, S.1707, to move the IG from the
Tennessee Vdley Authority to PAS status. The authorization of both the academy and
laboratory will ensure that the OI G investigators have the speciaized training and necessary
tools readily available to them. Asyou know, this legidation has passed the Senate and is
pending before the House.

We would like to work with you to expand any further legidation to authorize funding for the
Ingpectors Generd Auditor Training Indtitute. Thistraining facility has been offering entry-level
and specidized audit training for OIG audit and audit-related saff for nearly 10 years. The
Ingtitute is supported solely by its tuition revenue and has at times been unable to expand its
curriculum due to funding concerns. Authorizing funds to annualy support the curriculum
development and course ddlivery of the Ingpector General Auditor Training Ingtitute would go a
long way toward enhancing OIG auditing skills.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. We again appreciate the opportunity to
share with you this information and hope it will be useful to the Committee asit consders ways
for improving the operations of the IG community. Asaways, we appreciate your support of
the 1G misson and community and look forward to continuing this dialogue and maintaining a
congtructive relationship with you. At thistime, we would be happy to respond to any
questions that you or other Members of the Committee may have.
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